The concept of food security is often anchored in popular understandings of the challenge to produce and supply enough food. However, decades of policies for intensive agriculture have not alleviated hunger and malnutrition, with an absence of food security featuring in both economically developing and developed nations. Despite perceptions that the economic growth in advanced, capitalist societies will ensure freedom from hunger, this is not universal across so-called 'wealthy nations'. To explore the dynamics of food security in economically developed countries, this paper considers institutional approaches to domestic food security primarily through responses to poverty and welfare entitlements, and, secondarily, through food relief. Through the lens of social entitlements to food and their formation under various expressions of welfare capitalism, we highlight how the specific institutional settings of two economically developed nations, Australia and Norway, respond to uncertain or insufficient access to food. Whilst Norway's political agenda on agricultural support, food pricing regulation and universal social security support offers a robust, although indirect, safety net in ensuring entitlements to food, Australia's neoliberal trajectory means that approaches to food security are ad hoc and rely on a combination of self-help, charitable and market responses.
Introduction
It is often taken for granted that inhabitants of advanced capitalist nations are universally food secure, the primary conditions being economic prosperity and the ability to grow abundant food. However, economic inequalities are rising across the world -including in economically developed countries (Jaumotte et al., 2013; Piketty, 2014) . It has been argued that broadening social inequalities, and in particular poverty, lead to food insecurity and that food security is first and foremost a matter of unequal distribution of resources (Burns, 2004; Carolan, 2013; Sen, 1981) .
Food security research predominantly focuses upon economically developing nations within Africa, Asia and South America -where poverty and hunger are most severe. This paper contributes to an emerging literature that examines food security in economically developed nations, for example: Dowler and Lambie-Mumford (2015) and Kirwan and Maye (2013) on the United Kingdom (UK); Heynen et al. (2012) and Anderson (2013) on the United States (US); and Miewald and McCann (2014) on Canada. Given indications that food insecurity is also experienced by people in relatively wealthy nations this paper focuses on the formal status of public responsibilities for food and welfare in two economically developed nation states, Australia and Norway. Our approach is to compare two country cases that are modern capitalist states of a Western type, but which represent contrasts in both welfare and agricultural policies due to different governance structures. Norway is a typical example of a Scandinavian, social democratic welfare state with a protected and domestically-oriented agriculture, whereas Australia represents a liberal, Anglo-Saxon state both in terms of welfare and agricultural policies, with a highly export-oriented agricultural industry. social policies. We then apply theories of welfare capitalism as a basis for comparing policies of food and welfare in Australia and Norway and their implications for entitlements to food.
Using these perspectives the paper identifies key features of how the two countries are addressing food security, including agriculture, food and welfare policies. We conclude that, while entitlements obtained through employment represent the primary foundation for access to food in the two countries, entitlements in the form of social rights are crucial in addressing food insecurity. Low food prices are not solely determinate of food security, as without sufficient wages or compensation through benefits food may still be unaffordable for the economically marginalised.
Food security
According to Carolan (2013) , the term 'food security' has been around for at least 40 years, first emerging at the World Food Congress in 1974. Earlier uses of food security referred not only to availability of and access to food but also to its sustainability, nutritional value and sustainable livelihoods for food producers. In 1996 the World Food Summit emphasised the need to address the household level, with food security referring to "a condition where all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary preferences for an active and healthy life" (FAO, 1996) . Still, others contend that the term has been hijacked (Carolan, 2013) or captured (Carney, 2011) by corporate actors advocating privatised, market-driven and often technologically-driven solutions to the global food supply, such as genetically modified food.
However, the main challenges remain in that food security needs to be addressed through social, economic and distributive justice (Carolan, 2013; Patel, 2007) ; 2 if people do not have the means to purchase food, it does not matter how much food is produced and distributed via market mechanisms, food security cannot be achieved.
Whilst poverty can be severe in developing countries there is evidence that all inhabitants even of developed nations do not equally attain food security. In Downtown Eastside Vancouver, Canada, for instance, residents experience multiple barriers in accessing nutritious food (Miewald and McCann, 2014) . These barriers include low incomes, homelessness, poor quality housing, disability and drug use, leading people to seek food through a mix of charity (such as community kitchens) and cheap, store-bought fast food. In the UK, Dowler and Lambie-Mumford (2015) report that household food security has suffered under austerity measures, requiring an increased reliance on charitable assistance such as food banks. Rising food and fuel prices, coupled with static or falling incomes have reduced food affordability by 20% for the lowest income households (Dowler and LambieMumford, 2015) . In writing about food justice and hunger in the US, Heynen et al. (2012) draw attention to how the modern industrial agriculture complex produces empty calories cheaply, whereas the most nutritious food has become the most expensive and less accessible.
They argue that the characteristics of food distribution in poorer areas of the US are responsible for both hunger and obesity, with urban "food deserts" selling mostly unhealthy fast food.
Various contemporary definitions of food security, including the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations' (FAO) definition, tend to omit notions of power and control in the food system, as ownership of inputs, processing, distribution and retail become increasingly concentrated (Patel and McMichael, 2009 The social democratic model of Esping-Andersen (1990) is characterised by relatively low social stratification, an emphasis on universalism and a high level of de-commodification, which indicates that labour is less exposed to the vagaries of the market; a person can survive without relying on the labour market (or the family or charity). The model corresponds with a social policy aim of maximising capacity for individual independence (Arts and Gelissen, 2002, p. 142) , where the responsibility for social protection ultimately falls on the state. In these cases food security is to be obtained through universal policies lifting standards of living through a Keynesian demand-supporting policy (Keynes, 1936) . This first type springs from the Beveridge principle of universal rights of citizenship, regardless of the degree of need or extent of participation in the labour market (see Beveridge, 1942 Income support or replacement is associated with economic conflicts in the labour market, such as unemployment/underemployment. Yet, even though income is an important basis for food entitlements, conditions in the food commodity market, such as price, are also decisive for food acquisition and buying power. In general, commodity market tensions have received less political attention compared to labour market conflicts (see Dixon and Richards, 2015; Rokkan, 1970, p. 109; Weller, 2015) . 6 Sen's (1981) concept of entitlements includes those generated via labour markets as well as commodity market participation. There are numerous examples of intense conflict involving active consumer protests even in Western countries, frequently leading to compromises in terms of public policy historically (Pugh, 1991; Thompson, 1971; Tilly, 1975) as well as in recent times (Lawrence and McMichael, 2012; Orlove, 1997; Patel and McMichael, 2009 ). An analysis of food entitlements, therefore, needs to consider the interaction between welfare and food policies, in particular the relationship between the level of income and income replacement on the one hand, and food prices on the other.
Methodology
Our approach is to compare two country cases that are modern capitalist states of a Western type, but which represent contrasts with regard to the dimensions we study. Australia and Norway are opposites in both welfare and agricultural policies. Norway is a typical example of a Scandinavian, social democratic welfare state with a protected and domestically-oriented agricultural industry (unlike, for example, Denmark). Australia can be described in Esping-Andersen's (1990) terms as representing a liberal, Anglo-Saxon model both in regards to welfare and agricultural policies, with a highly export-oriented agricultural industry.
Methodologically, the ambition of this paper is twofold. First, we describe the institutional development of policies interacting with food security in the two countries, thereby getting a better understanding of the background of food security policy in the two cases. Second, we use this comparative case study 7 as a plausibility probe (Eckstein, 1975; Mill, 2002) for the applicability of the framework of welfare capitalist typologies and entitlements for analysing different directions of food security policy. We cannot straightforwardly assume that the welfare typologies which originally developed in the early 1990s are suitable today: domestic 'food security' takes place at the intersection of welfare and agricultural policies -both are rapidly developing policy areas globally as well as within specific national contexts. We must therefore be sensitive to responses in the two countries that do not fit Esping-Andersen's (1990) 'ideal-type' models. The comparison will address the following items:
 Rates of food insecurity and poverty.
 The food sector and agriculture and food policies, including: the characteristics of the food provisioning system, its supply structures, major actors and their relative powers;
food policies, including food pricing structures; and state intervention in food pricing.
 Welfare policies and entitlements to food, including: poverty alleviation policies, social security systems, and food relief; and charity and private efforts.
 The division of responsibilities among state, market and civil society actors in safeguarding food security.
Our analysis relies on secondary sources when it comes to describing general welfare and food policies as well as food market structures and indicators of social inequality. In addition we have examined relevant policy papers for a closer analysis of how food security is addressed in each nation.
Australia: Free market and 'self-help' responses to food insecurity

Rates of food insecurity and poverty
Food insecurity is often hidden "…and individually embodied rather than monitored and addressed by society" (Dowler and Lambie-Mumford, 2015, p. 1) . With this in mind, this section reports on the few studies in Australia that have attempted to quantify levels of food insecurity. Interestingly, there is consistency in the findings of a number of studies that around 5% of Australians are severely food insecure, whilst around 16% experience moderate food insecurity. For instance, in 2012, Lockie and Pietsch administered a telephone survey on food security to a national random sample of the adult population aged 18 years and over.
Twelve hundred people were interviewed, with a response rate of 40.5%. The findings show that 16% of respondents reported to be 'often' or 'sometimes' worried that their food would run out before they had money to buy more. Four percent of respondents had needed emergency assistance from a charity, food bank, soup kitchen or other source. The same figure of 16% of people experiencing 'significant levels of food insecurity' was also found by
Temple (2008) Predictors of food insecurity are largely related to income, including insufficient purchasing power, capacity to save, the presence of children in the household and housing tenure (Nolan et al., 2006; Temple, 2006 Temple, , 2008 . The ability to access shops was also reported to be an inhibiting factor, particularly for people with disabilities, those with young children and those without cars, highlighting the relevance of 'food deserts' for food security in the The next section considers food and agricultural policies in Australia and their response to matters of domestic food security.
The food sector and agriculture and food policies
Australia is very much a food-producing nation, producing bulk commodities such as beef, lamb, grain and wool for export. One of the reasons for the colonisation of Australia by the British was to exploit its natural resources. Food production began soon after the arrival of the first fleet of colonisers in the 1780s to feed prisoners deported to Australia -with the aim of reducing the burden on Britain to feed them . Today, around 60% of Australia's total production of food is destined for overseas markets, representing 76% of the gross value of farm production (Lawrence et al., 2013) . Australia does not subsidise its agricultural production; agricultural policies are instead directed towards the liberalisation of markets. The little remaining state support for agricultural producers is wholly decoupled from production, responding to farm hardship via means-tested welfare payments, particularly during times of drought declaration. Drought payments seem likely to be phased out with a new focus on "encouraging farmers to prepare for and manage the effects of drought and other challenges" (Department of Agriculture, 2015).
The domestic distribution of food in recent years is characterised by a significant power asymmetry and increasing prices (Burch and Lawrence, 2007) . Two supermarket chains, Coles and Woolworths, control around 70-80% of the food retail market, placing them in a strong position to increase prices into the future. The food retail duopoly has been cause for concern for producer, processor and consumer groups, leading to a retail price inquiry by the Australian Government policy that deals with domestic food security, despite the nation's increasing reliance on food charity (Booth, 2014) . If food policy overlooks household-level food security then there is potential to fill this gap through welfare policy that deals with poverty. This is explored next.
Welfare policies and entitlements to food
Since its inception 100 years ago Australian social welfare policies have not directly food via donations from producers, processors and retailers (Booth, 2014; SecondBite, 2014; Woolworths, 2010) .
This approach to poverty and welfare has its roots in the early colonial times where charitable relief from benevolent societies, sometimes coupled with support from the authorities, provided basic means for those unable to care for themselves (Herscovitch and Stanton, 2008) . From this, state support evolved through a number of manifestations offering relief to the sick, aged and unemployed. Between the wars social security moved from a statebased system to the Commonwealth, harmonising welfare benefits across the nation, continuing also their broadening of coverage (Department of Social Security, 1999). Many social welfare payments were, and still are, means-tested. Universal, public-funded welfare is evident in health care and education systems, with other protections such as the minimum wage, paid sick leave and, more recently, compulsory employer superannuation contributions that provide for the payment of a benefit to a person upon retirement.
Overall, however, increases in food and housing prices have not been matched with increases in welfare payments (Booth, 2014) . Under the conservative government in 2006, social security reforms included 'welfare to work', an aspect of which was popularly referred to as the 'work for the dole' scheme. Carney (2006) recognises this as an era of neoliberalism with the privatisation of job matching services and an emphasis on 'mutual obligation' in work schemes for the unemployed, sole parents and people with disabilities.
Division of responsibilities among state, market and civil society
The Australian welfare system is not wholly state-based, with arrangements for private sector social insurance enshrined in Australian legislation (Herscovitch and Stanton, 2008) .
For instance, Australians receive tax incentives to enrol in private health care schemes.
Consistent with the privatisation of many social services access to food relief has also followed this pathway. State involvement in feeding the poor is to act as an 'enabler' of societal self-help rather than as a direct service provider. For instance, in 2010, the supermarket chain Woolworths and the Australian Government jointly announced a 'fresh food rescue campaign' that would provide AUD$2m for food relief charities and two million meals for low-income people (Woolworths, 2010 
Norway: A political agenda combining food and welfare
Norway is different than Australia in a number of ways; in particular, Norway has maintained closer links between food and welfare policies through processes of distributional justice.
Rates of food insecurity and poverty
No surveys of household food security have been published in Norway for many decades. With economic prosperity the general level of income in Norway has increased steadily in the post-war period. Norway discovered oil and gas in the North Sea in the late 1960s and since then the Norwegian population has benefitted from the prosperous oil and gas economy. At present, oil and gas account for around 25% of Norway's Gross Domestic Product (Olsen, 2015 Eurostat (2015) data from 2013 reports 14% of Norwegians are at risk of poverty or social exclusion -a figure that has decreased from 17% in 2006. Much of the efficiency of the welfare state when it comes to combating poverty is a consequence of its capacity to engage the labour market as a welfare delivery institution (Vogel, 1999 ). Eurostat's (2013) statistics for 2012 show that the proportion of employed (age group 15-64) in the Nordic region is 74%, against 64% for the then 27 member states of the EU. Only 3% of Norwegians were unemployed in 2012 (compared to 6% in Australia in 2013). In 2010 the rate of the working poor (full-time) was 2.5% in Norway (Spannagel, 2013) . Whilst rates of unemployment are relatively low in both countries, Norway and Australia respond differently to unemployment and underemployment, as will be shown below. Yet, despite a strong Norwegian economy and distributive welfare policies uncertainties are emerging in the form of the European economic crisis, a declining oil economy, as well as strengthened political forces in Norway aiming at a weakening of employment contracts, foreign labourers with lower wage rates, and a more restrictive social security system. The number of poor seem to increase, but the reports are still uncertain.
The food sector and agriculture and food policies
Throughout most of the 19th century liberal public policies concentrated on market solutions, without special public measures for food provisioning, even in cases of emergency.
Average incomes and food supplies increased, but the number of poor was also growing. A poor relief system for individuals in abject need was formalised through the Poor Law of 1900 (Seip, 1984) . Like many other countries limited food supplies and surging prices towards the end of World War I forcefully brought food security to the political agenda, and new institutions for provisioning were rapidly put in place. However, food entitlements for the poor were not solved. Critique of an insufficient and demeaning poor relief system increased in the inter-war period, when concerns about food and nutrition were addressed in a broad mobilisation for better social security and support to the unemployed (Evang and Hansen, 1937) . Another aspect was also given attention: the welfare of the many small-scale farmers. Food problems were redefined as questions of food supply, and production incentives (especially in the dairy sector) were put in place (Sandmo, 1991) . This was a radical attitude when the market problem was one of surplus due to low purchasing power. The approach reflects the influence of the Keynesian economic policy of stimulating demand and increasing incomes. Also, the Labour Party wanted support from agricultural labourers and small-scale farmers in order to obtain a broader electoral basis. Underlining mutual interests between urban and rural workers, the Labour Party came into power in 1935 through support from the Agrarian Party.
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After World War II welfare and production goals were combined through macroeconomic planning and a negotiation-based implementation system (Lien, 1990) . Aims of high and stable prices as a means to ensure the welfare of small-scale farmers were combined with encouragement to modernise the agricultural industry. The political red-green alliance formed a long-lasting alliance that supported the trade-off between agricultural interests and labour interests (Steen, 1988) .
Today the agricultural industry is heavily reliant on dairy and, increasingly, meat production, while cereal production is limited (due to climate and geographical limitations) and declining. More than half of Norway's food calories are imported, and import of animal feed is expanding. Dairy and meat production are protected through high import tariffs. In contrast, the Norwegian fisheries and fish farming industry exports more than 90% of its production. Despite -or because of -high costs of food production in Norway reducing prices through increased efficiency has been a key issue in the food sector. While Norwegian farms are relatively small, food manufacturing and retailing are highly concentrated with four companies holding a 98% share of the food retail market (NOU, 2011, p. 4) . This market concentration will soon intensify, following the Norwegian competition authority granting permission for Swedish-owned ICA (a leading grocery retailer) to sell its 93 stores to the Norwegian supermarket chain, Coop (Vane, 2015) . The proportion of Norwegian household expenditure spent on food is around 11% (Directorate of Health, 2015) , which is the same as Australia and Sweden, but higher than the US (7%) and the UK (9%). There is a stark difference when compared to less economically developed countries such as Kenya (47%) and Nigeria (57%) (Knoema.com, 2015) .
Even so, the question of food prices is highly contested, being a key issue in the complex setup of Norwegian agricultural policy (Jacobsen et al., 2003; Kjaernes, 2015) . Yet, little attention is being paid to how this turns out for the poor since it is assumed that enough money for food is ensured through the social security system.
Food security has been emphasised in recent policy papers, even including reference to the FAO definition of food security (Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 2011) . However, this
is not followed up in the assessment of the situation or in actual policy measures, where attention is directed only towards production and where consumers represent 'the market'.
Welfare policies and entitlements to food
Emerging from the historical processes described above was the establishment of food entitlements ensured through wage negotiations and universal social rights. This was based on state involvement in both welfare and the food market, with an underlying consensus emphasising sufficient incomes rather than low food prices. Instead of a minimum wage the dominant policy has been that the lowest pay (and social security) should develop according to changes in mean incomes; that is, a relative understanding of poverty. In the post-war period the state as a third party provided calculations of total and relative price changes through the Consumer Price Index (CPI) (SSB, 1996) , bringing food entitlements based on income into the collective bargaining system. Thus social benefits were regulated with reference to wage changes; increasing prices were to be compensated by higher wages.
A public pension system was established in the 1960s and 70s, including a universal minimum pension for the retired and people with a disability, independent of former incomes, plus payments reflecting former wage levels (Ministry of Social Affairs, 1995). There are additional allowances for dependents, 9 including rent support and assistance during temporary absences from work (due to illness, unemployment, maternity leave, care for sick children).
In cases where all these rights are irrelevant or insufficient, individual social assistance serves as a safety net. The Social Assistance Act 1993 is intended to ensure essential subsistence for all citizens. While pensions are state-regulated social assistance is provided locally and decided individually according to needs and local norms (Ministry of Social Affairs, 1995, p.
173). As such, access to social security has a social rights character. Social assistance is rather low and has a poor relief character.
Pension schemes for the retired and those with a disability follow wage development, but in recent years without full compensation, thus producing a widening gap between wage incomes and public social security. There are no standards related to food needs, and claims of general or minimum standards have been met by strong political reservations, referring to relative rather than absolute conceptions of poverty. This is all the more relevant to study now following major reforms in the systems of social security and public pension schemes (Fredriksen and Stølen, 2011; Whitehouse, 2012) .
Division of responsibilities among state, market and civil society actors
The Norwegian system for addressing food insecurity has concentrated on providing sufficient purchasing power by avoiding too low wage levels and by offering universal and relatively generous social security for those outside the labour market, including compensation for food price increases. Charity and the private sector play a marginal role compared to those in Australia. In larger cities the Salvation Army and other voluntary organisations offer soup kitchens and food banks, the users being primarily homeless people and poor people in particularly acute situations. That does not mean that poverty does not exist, but the system is assumed to avoid absolute poverty of a kind that threatens food security. Food businesses do not play a role in addressing food insecurity in Norway. The protection of the food sector from competition from imports has for a long time been criticised for not considering 'consumer interests', and the new conservative government has this high on the agenda. Thus, stricter social policies and a less organised labour market are paralleled by stronger political weight put on cheap food.
Discussion: Poverty, food insecurity and the right to food
At the start of this paper we asked three questions. The first was whether claims of food security are established as universal social rights met by the state or have been devolved to private interests. In Australian and Norway domestic and household-level food security does not feature as an explicit part of public policy-making. Both countries strongly emphasise general 'exchange' entitlements obtained by selling labour, with the underlying assumption that access to paid work will ensure sufficient purchasing power and thus food security.
However, the outcomes are highly unequal, with very different levels of food insecurity and poverty in the two countries. This is first of all linked to the difference in how the labour markets are organised and their close association with the production of poverty. While
Australia is characterised by large inequalities, low labour bargaining power and many working poor, Norway has a more compressed pattern of wages, which is linked to a comparatively strong labour movement and a characteristic system of cooperation between employers, the labour movement and the state.
Policies for income replacement and support to the needy are also very different in the degree of public involvement as well as the preferred types of measures. At the onset, the Norwegian system emphasises an understanding of poverty relative to mean incomes, while
Australia focuses on absolute poverty by defining minimum levels. The Norwegian approach is explicitly seen as a way to counteract economic inequalities, while the question of whether basic needs are met among the poor is rarely addressed. In Australia, however, economic inequality and poverty are generally less a matter of public policy-making.
Applying Esping-Andersen's (1990) work to the modern Australian context requires identifying non-state actors in the provision of a new type of 'welfare': partnerships with government and supermarket chains to redistribute waste food. While the Australian schemes for public support to people who cannot support themselves is largely means-tested and restrictive, with strong targeting towards particular groups, the Norwegian system is dominated by universal services and relatively generous benefits. Eligibility for universal social rights in Norway is linked to citizenship, but that also means that people are rejected on this basis. The growing numbers of migrants, for example, face problems of exclusion.
Australia has less of a citizenship component to its welfare policies, with both citizens and non-citizens falling through the gaps. As mentioned above, those experiencing high levels of food insecurity include the aged, people with a disability and single-parent households.
Private systems are relevant to both countries in terms of private insurance systems as well as charity/private sector intervention, but their importance varies significantly. This means that entitlements linked to income replacement are not only more limited in Australia compared to
Norway but are also more uncertain and much less established as rights.
Our second question addressed the interrelationship between welfare policies and food policies. Since entitlements to food rely heavily on purchase in a market and, following from that, food prices, linkages between welfare policies and the regulation of food prices are important. Increased agricultural production is high on the political agenda in both countries, but the links to welfare policies are very different. Intensified food production has for decades been legitimated by the argument that increasing supplies will reduce food prices. Yet, it turns out quite differently in the two countries when it comes to the regulation of food prices. The export-oriented and largely deregulated Australian food sector has in recent years produced increasing food prices (reflecting fluctuations in global markets and, likely, the supermarket duopoly at the domestic level), without any solid, state-based responses when it comes to effects on poorer consumers. In contrast, the import-dependent and market-protected
Norwegian food sector has, over recent years, produced lower food prices compared to other consumer goods as well as mean incomes. The oil-driven economic prosperity is one reason;
competitive retailer chains putting pressure on prices is another. Food prices seem to be much more politically contentious in Norway than in Australia. However, the worries are not specifically related to poor consumers, instead focusing on political conflict around protection of the agricultural sector.
In both Australia and Norway food entitlements are first and foremost a matter of purchasing power. In Norway, publicly-provided schemes focus on cash benefits rather than food in kind or food stamps. In Australia, food distribution is largely devolved to the volunteer sector that works in partnership with food businesses to divert food waste from landfill to people with precarious access to income and food. Food entitlements in the two countries are founded on income, either through labour or public benefits, rather than on direct service delivery. This is in contrast to, for example, Norway's neighbouring country, Sweden, where school lunches and to some degree even meals at work and in institutions have come to constitute a significant component of food entitlements, with explicit references to goals of universal welfare (Kjaernes, 2003) .
The third question addressed whether institutional processes could explain different national arrangements. Guthman (2008) , for instance, identified specific historical and structural trajectories behind the liberal character of the Californian food economy; liberal in economic and regulatory terms as well as culturally, as reflected in the very significant mobilisation for alternative food in the state. In the same vein, we observe large consistency in the food entitlements within the two countries, founded in institutional historical circumstances. In Australia, over 20 years on from Esping-Andersen (1990) identifying Australia as a 'liberal Anglo-Saxon' model of welfare capitalism, our findings concur with his observations of a system that is associated with high levels of labour commodification and high social stratification. Price rises in food and housing have not been matched by welfare payments. Rather, the food policy response has been consistent with neoliberal ideology, aiming to enable rather than regulate or protect markets and capture a substantial share of the global market.
These findings are consistent with Sen's observations: "The law stands between food availability and food entitlement" (1981, p. 160) . Australia produces an excess of food, yet access to it is uneven as food security is not inscribed into Australian policy or law. Those outside of the formal work economy, such as the elderly or people with a disability, are reliant on longer-term welfare payments that are below the severe poverty line. This politically (neo)liberal country aims to produce a self-reliant society. Where the economically marginalised fall through the public welfare safety net, food security is augmented through volunteerism and partnerships between charitable organisations and food businesses.
In contrast, the Norwegian state is extensively involved in ensuring entitlements in the form of social rights (implicitly including food). Labour mobilisation and the historical alliance between the labour movement and the farmers represented the beginning of claims concerning universal rights to food. In the early social democratic welfare state food needs were used as arguments for raising poor families' incomes through a universal social security system. This motivation was also reflected in labour bargaining by linking wages and consumer prices. Both measures influence the distribution and development of buying power;
that is, exchange entitlements to food. This setting formed the foundation for more equal distribution of entitlements to food. The strong political position of farmers has been reflected in an agricultural policy that combines increased production with high (although decreasing)
food prices -compensated through the labour bargaining system and, for a time, consumer price subsidies.
A welfare policy organised around labour market conflicts (in the critical sense) and a de-emphasis of commodity market conflicts has contributed to a marginal position of consumers as a political force in Norway, and little political concern for commodity market entitlements (Kjaernes et al., 2012) . Also, the minimum safety net concerning food is poorly described, a problem which may become evident in less prosperous times. Food insecurity among the poorest and among groups with limited social rights may therefore emerge unnoticed by the Norwegian political community since its existence is largely ruled out.
Conclusion
The relationship between market and state is currently being redefined in both Australia and Norway. This is not only relevant for the question of privatisation of services or restrictions of social security, but also in traditional areas such as regulation of the food market. Australia is committed to taking a deregulated, market pathway and positioning itself as the 'food bowl' of Asia, whilst Norway meets increasing internal as well as external pressure to reduce its economic protection of the food market. The Norwegian emphasis on universal access to social benefits is still in place, but the system is under political pressure.
Similarly, in Australia, the current welfare discourse is based around 'return to work' for people with a disability, the long-term unemployed and sole parents, as well as 'income management' for those struggling to survive on benefits. Turner (1990) pointed to fundamental changes in the politics of industrial societies, including the end of the reformist era that had dominated the post-war period of social reconstruction. Our study finds that the capability of the different models of welfare capitalism to address and reduce food insecurity varies considerably and systematically. This is not a matter of specific policies addressing food insecurity, but is primarily caused by the diverse ways in which they produce and handle economic inequalities and poverty. It is also linked to differences in the food economies and the way in which the food sector policies around production and distribution interact with welfare policies. The combined effects of labour market politics, social security systems and food price regulation produce very different food entitlements and, thus, new situations of food insecurity.
It is important to recognise that while representing diverse versions both Australia and Norway are countries with capitalist economies. Both emphasise the production of welfare through economic growth and individuals aspire for jobs within a market economy.
Moreover, while there are considerable differences in these versions of welfare capitalisms, they are constantly changing, and possibly in a common direction of globalised, neoliberal capitalism. In Australia, the neoliberal turn (Lawrence et al., 2013) has increased the reliance on markets, rather than publicly-funded welfare, to address domestic food insecurity. This is evident in the new collaborations between civil society and private companies to redirect food waste to those living below the poverty line. Whilst neoliberal tendencies have been observed also in Norway (see, for example, Shammas, 2015; Snertingdal, 2103 ) the extent to which they have penetrated the Norwegian model of welfare capitalism is unclear. However, there are signs that the numbers of poor people who struggle with food expenses is increasing, especially among immigrants (Epland and Kirkeberg 2015; Thorsen 2014 ).
